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COMMONVEALTH OF VIRG NI A, ex rel .
DAVID W DESMOND, et al .
v. CASE NO. PUE970544

UNI TED WATER VI RG@ NI A, | NC,

FI NAL ORDER

By notice dated May 22, 1997, United Water Virginia, Inc.,
("UW" or "the Conpany") notified its custoners and the
Comm ssion's Division of Energy Regul ati on pursuant to the Snal
VWater or Sewer Public Utility Act (88 56-265.13:1 et seq. of the
Code of Virginia) of its intent to increase its water rates
effective July 5, 1997, for a revenue increase of $128, 375.

The Conpany proposed to increase its binmonthly mnimmrate
for water service from $61.32 to $67.50. The proposed m ni num
i ncl udes 5,000 gallons of water usage, a decrease of 1,000
gallons fromthat currently allowed. The Conpany al so proposed
to increase the charge for usage in excess of the m nimm
al l owance from $3. 13 to $4. 32 per 1,000 gallons and to include
inits tariff an $80.00 charge for reconnection after nornmnal

busi ness hours.
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By June 16, 1997, the Conm ssion had received a petition
signed by 255 of the Conpany's custoners requesting a hearing on
the matter. On June 23, 1997, the Conmm ssion entered a
Prelimnary Order suspending the proposed rate increase through
Cctober 19, 1997, and naki ng such increase interimand subject
to refund, with interest, thereafter.

By order entered on Cctober 6, 1997, the Conmi ssion
schedul ed a hearing for March 10, 1998; assigned the matter to a
Hearing Exam ner; and established a procedural schedule for the
filing of pleadings, testinony and exhibits. Pursuant to the
Hearing Exam ner's Ruling entered on January 27, 1998, the
procedural schedule and the date for the evidentiary hearing
were extended to April 9, 1998.

The original hearing date was retained for the purpose of
receiving the testinony of public witnesses. Ten w tnesses
appeared at that hearing and testified in opposition to the
proposed rate increase. In their testinony, the w tnesses
expressed, anong other things, concern regarding the inpact the
proposed i ncrease woul d have on custonmers with fixed incones;
the Conpany's failure to make prom sed maj or capital
i nprovenents; the proposed decrease in the m ni mum usage
al l omance; and the inclusion of certain Conpany operating

expenses in the Conpany's cost of service.



The evidentiary hearing was held on the appointed day
bef ore Hearing Exam ner M chael D. Thomas. Counsel appearing
were Donald G Ownens and Walton Hi Il for the Conpany; Marta B
Curtis and WlliamH Chanbliss for the Conmssion's Staff; and
Joseph E. Blackburn for the Protestants.?

The majority of issues dealt with accounting matters. The
Conpany and Staff di sagreed on the proper cal culation of the
Conpany's revenues, sal aries, and wages; the appropriate
treatnent for actuarial study costs, other post-enploynment
benefits ("OPEBs"); rate case expense; and the proper treatnment
for expenses associated with insurance other than group. The
Conpany and Staff al so di sagreed on the proper treatnent of
expenses associated with the funding of a systemw de integrated
financi al managenent system ("I FM5"), the costs of the Conpany's
1998 internal audit and Staff's parent conpany debt adjustnent;
and the proper calculation of gross receipts taxes, deferred
federal incone taxes, and rate base. The Protestants disagreed
wi th the Conpany and Staff regarding the cal cul ati on of the
Conpany's working capital. Although not at issue in this
proceedi ng, Staff recommended that the Conpany begin to anortize
contributions-in-aid of construction ("ClIAC') through

Decenber 31, 1997, and book deferred federal incone tax expense

! Several individuals, civic associations, and property owners associ ati ons
partici pated as Protestants in the proceedi ng.



in accordance with the Uniform System of Accounts for Class C
Water Utilities and reflect the 35 percent consolidated tax rate
on the books of the utility.

There was also a rate design issue and an issue regarding
Staff's proposed revision to certain | anguage in the Conpany's
rul es and regul ati ons of service. The Conpany opposed Staff's
recomrendation for the inclusion of a third rate bl ock of $6.00
per 1,000 gallons for all usage over 15,000 gallons and its
recommendation that UW anend its tariff to reflect the actual
cost of the service connection, plus any applicable taxes.?

The Conpany did not object to Staff's recomrendation to
i nclude a $10.00 per nonth charge for seasonal custoners
di sconnected fromthe system Neither did the Conpany object to
Staff's recommendations to nodify Rule No. 8 to allow 10 days'
witten notice before initiating service disconnection; to
elimnate Rule No. 10(B) relating to landlord/tenant billing
responsibility; to delete certain |anguage from Rule No. 16(E)
or to nodify Rule No. 11 to reflect water bills due within
30 days of the billing date and di sconnection after such tinme
Wi th proper witten notice. Staff did not object to the

Conpany' s proposed reconnection charge.

2 staff recommended, in the alternative, that the Conpany cease collecting

i ncome tax gross-up until such tine as it obtains a ruling fromthe Internal
Revenue Service ("IRS") on the applicability of 26 U.S.C. § 118, as anended
on June 12, 1996, to connection fees for water and sewer conpanies.



There were also capital structure, cost of capital, and
cost of equity issues. The Conpany, Staff and the Protestants
di sagreed on the proper capital structure for the Conpany. The
Conpany proposed using the capital structure of its parent,
United Waterworks ("UWV), as of Decenber 31, 1996; Staff
proposed using UWNs capital structure updated to Decenber 31,
1997; and Protestants proposed using the consolidated capital
corporate structure of United Water Resources, Inc. ("UAR"),
which is UWWs parent and UW' s ultimate parent.

On Septenber 30, 1998, the Hearing Exam ner issued his
Report. In his Report, he found that:

(1) The use of a test year ending Decenber 30, 1996, was
reasonabl e;

(2) The rates proposed by the Conpany are excessive. In
lieu thereof, the Comm ssion should direct the Conpany to set
rates to produce revenues of $96, 497;

(3) The Conpany's custonmer growth was 22 as of
Septenber 30, 1997, and its average use per custoner during the
test year was 38. 33 thousand gall ons;

(4) A three-year average, W thout adjustnent, should be
used to cal cul ate the Conpany's overtinme and sumrer help
expenses, and all payroll expense accrued in the test year
shoul d be included in the Conpany's 1996 per books payrol

expense;



(5) The Comm ssion should disallow the cost of the
Virginia-specific actuarial study in the Conpany's rates;

(6) The Comm ssion should accept the Staff's position with
respect to disallowance of deferred SFAS 106 costs in rates and
deduction of the unfunded portion of its SFAS 106 costs from
rate base;

(7) The Conpany's requested rate case expense of $111, 255°
appears reasonabl e under the circunstances of this case;

(8) The Comm ssion should accept the Conpany's proposed
i nsurance other than group expense based on test year |evel of
expenses;

(9) The Comm ssion should reject the Conpany's proposed
$14,560 increase in | FM5 expense and shoul d accept the test year
expense of $11,807, as reconmended by Staff;

(10) The Conpany's proposed expense for the 1998 internal
audit shoul d be accepted,;

(11) The Staff's proposed parent conpany debt adjustnent
shoul d be rejected,

(12) The Conpany's proposed expense of $47,879 for deferred
federal incone tax expense shoul d be accept ed;

(13) The Conpany's utility plant in service for this

proceedi ng shoul d be $3, 500, 936;

3 Al'though the Exaniner references $111, 155 as rate case expenses, the
Exam ner acknow edges on p. 18 of his Report that the true |level of requested
rate case expenses is $111, 255.



(14) Staff's adjustnment to annualize accumul ated
depreci ati on appears reasonabl e;

(15) The use of UWNs capital structure, updated to
Decenber 31, 1997, as recommended by the Staff, appears
reasonabl e;

(16) The Staff's recommended return on equity range of
9.60%to 10.60% wth rates set at the 10.10% m dpoi nt of the
range appears reasonabl e;

(17) The tariff and rate design nodifications recommended
by the Staff should be adopted by the Conm ssion with the
exception of the nodification adopting the Conpany's proposed
reduction in the m ni mum bi nronthly usage all owance; and

(18) The Conpany's and Staff's cal culation of total working
capital, based on 1/9 of O & M expense for cash working capita
plus a 13 nonth average for material and supplies, is
reasonabl e.

The Exam ner recomended that the Conm ssion enter an order
that adopts the findings in his Report; grants the Conpany an
i ncrease in gross annual revenues of $96,497; directs the pronpt
refund of anounts collected under interimrates in excess of the
rate increase found reasonable; and dism sses this case fromthe
Conmi ssion's docket of active cases.

In his discussion of the tariff issues, the Exam ner

recommended that the Comm ssion require the Conpany to submt a



request to the IRS regarding the applicability of 26 U S. C

8§ 118 to connection fees for water and sewer conpanies. He also
recommended that the Comm ssion direct its Staff to review UMWV s
capital structure on an annual basis to determ ne whether the
Comm ssi on should continue using that capital structure for

rat emaki ng pur poses.

On Cctober 14, 1998, the Protestants filed coments on the
Hearing Exam ner's Report. In their comments, the Protestants
t ook exception to the findings of the Hearing Exam ner with
regard to the proper capital structure for UW, the cal cul ation
of working capital, and the inclusion of rate case expense.

It was the Protestants' position that the capital structure
of UMR shoul d be used for determining UW' s rates. Protestants
noted that UWR is the ultimate source of capital for the entire
consol i dated system and has the ability to mani pul ate the
capital structure of its subsidiary, UWN It was al so
Protestants' position that the allowance for total working
capital should be Iimted to either $65,954, which is one-ninth
of operations and mai ntenance ("O & M) expense for the pro
forma period, or to the expense for materials and supplies.
Protestants stated that it was inproper, pursuant to the Rul es

| npl ementing the Small Water or Sewer Public Utility Act,? to

4 Commonweal th of Virginia, ex rel. State Corporation Conmi ssion Ex Parte: In
the matter of adopting rules inplenmenting the Small Water or Sewer Public
Uility Act, Case No. PUE 870037, 1987 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 291.




i ncl ude both one-ninth of O & Mand materials and supplies
expense in rate base.

Protestants' objected to the inclusion of any | egal expense
in rate case expense stating that there was no evidence in the
record to support such expense. Protestants also stated that
rate case expense associated with the use of AUS Consultants
("AUS") should be reduced since the use of both AUS and United
Wat er Managenent and Servi ces Conpany ("Managenment Conpany")
resulted in a duplication of efforts. Protestants noted that
AUS' fees were greater than those of Managenent Conpany and that
i nconplete interrogatory responses by AUS resulted in the
propoundi ng of further interrogatories. Protestants also stated
that the only fee that should be allowed for AUS cost of
capital witness was that for the wtness' appearance at the
hearing since that witness' prepared testinony was previously
prepared for a proceedi ng before another public service
comm ssion. In addition, Protestants requested oral argunment on
the issues discussed in their comments.

On Cctober 15, 1998, the Conpany filed coments on the
Hearing Exam ner's Report. In its comments, the Conpany took
exception to the Exam ner's findings regarding the accrual for
payrol | expense, the deduction fromrate base of the SFAS 106
expenses deferred since 1994, and the disall owance of a portion

of the | FMS expense.



It was the Conpany's position that it was inproper to nmake
an accrual adjustnent for payroll expense for the pro form
peri od because the pro forma period al ready represented a ful
365-day year. The Conpany nmaintained that it was erroneous to
deduct fromrate base the full anmpbunt of SFAS 106 costs deferred
since 1994. Rather, the Conpany stated, $47,857 of deferred
costs not recovered in expense should not be used to reduce the
Conpany's rate base. The Conpany al so nmai ntai ned that the ful
anount, or $26,367, paid to support the |IFMS should be
recoverable in rates as the evidence showed that such anount
"represents the ongoing |l evel of outside service required to
nmoni tor and maintain work stations and servers associated with
t hese new systens."”

The Conpany al so took issue with the Exam ner's finding
that the Conm ssion should direct the Conpany to submt a
request to the IRS regarding the applicability of 26 U S. C
8§ 118 to connection fees of water or sewer conpanies. |In
support of its position, the Conpany noted that there was a high
cost associated with the filing of such a request and that the
| RS woul d not respond to any such request pending the
promul gati on of regul ati ons addressing the matter.

Staff filed its cormments that sane day. In its coments,
Staff took exception to the Examner's findings with regard to

rate case expense and Staff's parent debt adjustnent. Staff
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al so took exception to the Exam ner's recommendati on that Staff
be directed to review annually UWNs capital structure to

det erm ne whet her such structure should continue to be used for
rat emaki ng pur poses.

Staff maintained that the Conpany had not nmet its burden of
proof as to the reasonabl eness of the $111, 255 of rate case
expense. Staff questioned the reasonabl eness of hiring AUS as
out si de consultants and the reasonabl eness of AUS rates
considering duplication of its work by in-house personnel.

Staff noted that the majority of the work of those consultants
and of outside counsel could have easily been perforned by the
Managenent Conpany's i n-house personnel.

Staff also maintained that the Exam ner inproperly rejected
its parent debt adjustnent solely because the entity filing the
taxes was UW's "grandparent” rather than its parent. Staff
noted that its adjustnment is not unlike those previously
accepted by the Comm ssion. In such cases there was a tax
benefit, enjoyed by a holding or owning conpany funded, in part,
by ratepayers of an operating utility subsidiary of that conpany
providing service in Virginia. Staff noted that, in this
i nstance, there was a nexus between UW and the debt and equity
of UWR which finances UW through its investnent in UWW Staff
al so noted that, like that of other cases, UW' s rates nake

possi bl e the interest deduction realized by an upstream owner.

11



Wth regard to annual capital structures nonitoring, Staff
believed it nore practical to review such capital structures in
future rate cases rather than annually. Staff noted that the
i nformati on necessary for such review was not readily avail able
since neither UW, UWVnor UAR was required to make annual
filings. Mreover, Staff noted, there was no nechani sm short of
a formal proceeding to nake changes in a conpany's ratemaking
capital structure.

On Cctober 30, 1998, the Conpany, by counsel, filed a
Motion for Leave to Make Reply to Protestants’' Comments on the
Hearing Exam ner's Report. In support of its notion, the
Conpany stated that, although there was no provision in the
Comm ssion's Rules of Practice and Procedure for replies to the
comments of other parties, alimted reply was necessary to
address "certain statenents, inferences or allegations nade by
the Protestants for the first tine in their coments filed on
Cctober 14, 1998." The Conpany requested that, if its notion
were granted, the Comm ssion accept and consider the reply
attached to that notion.

NOW THE COW SSI ON, havi ng considered the record, the
Exam ner's Report and the comments thereto, is of the opinion
and finds that the Examner's findi ngs and recomendati ons
shoul d be adopted with the exception of those nodified herein.

W w il nodify the Exam ner's findings and recommendati ons with

12



respect to overtinme expense, insurance other than group expense,
deferred federal inconme tax expense, rate case expense, Staff's
parent debt adjustnment, and the requirenent that the Conpany
request a ruling fromthe IRS. W wll clarify our position
with respect to the Examner's findings associated with internal
audit expense and the appropriate rate design for this
proceeding. W will not disturb the Examiner's finding with
respect to capital structure except to renove the annual review
requi renent.

W will accept Staff's adjustnments to overtinme expense and
i nsurance ot her than group expense. Staff's use of a three-year
aver age excluding the hours of the enployee that swtched to
exenpt status for calculating overtine expense i s nost
representative of the future. W disagree that renoval of such
hours, before averagi ng, understates the Conpany's going-forward
expense. To the contrary, renmoval of such non-recurring expense
IS necessary to determ ne such expense on a goi ng-forward basis.

Staff's use of a rate year for cal culating insurance other
t han group expense should be accepted based on the record. The
record reveal s that use of such data reflects cost reductions
effective January 1, 1998, and is nore appropriate than the use
of a test year |level of expense that would require ratepayers to
continue to fund reduced expenses at the fornmerly higher |evel.

Acceptance of a rate year in this instance i s not inconsistent

13



wi th our acceptance of other nethodol ogi es for other expenses as
di fferent nethodol ogies are appropriate for determning the
proper | evel of expense on a going-forward basis.

W w il accept Staff's adjustnment for deferred federal
inconme taxes with regard to the book/tax timng difference for
depreci ati on expense. The record reveals that Staff based its
adj ustnent on the Conpany's response to an on-site Audit Request
whi ch showed that only a portion of the normalized book/tax
difference was deferred. Once Staff presented evidence that it
relied on such data, the burden shifted to Conpany to produce
evidence that its calculation of taxes was correct. The Conpany
has not nmet its burden of producing evidence. There appears to
be no explanation on the record as to the reasons for Conpany's
assertion that its calculation is correct.

W wil allow the Conpany to recover its rate case expense
anortized over five years. In the Conpany's |last rate case we
had concerns about the |evel of the Conpany's rate case
expenses. W continue to have grave concerns about the |evel of
such expenses incurred by UW, which it seeks to recover from
its custonmers. Specifically, in this case the Conpany seeks to
recover $111,255 for a requested rate increase of $128, 375.

In the Conpany's last rate case, we expressed our concern
with the reasonabl eness of rate case expense when services were

performed by its affiliate, and we noted that such expenses
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appeared to be excessive.® In this case, the Conpany's case was
prepared by outside consultants in addition to its affiliate's
participation, but w thout any resulting econony of expenditure
fromthe 1992 case. The Conpany is cautioned and directed to
pl an and budget nore carefully with its next application.

We are not reducing the requested anount, primarily,
because the record does not permt quantification of that
portion that should be elimnated and it is not disputed that
recovery of some |evel of such expense is warranted. Rather, we
have concluded to allow the Conpany to recover its requested
rate case expense, but anortized over a five-year period, rather
than over three years as the Conpany had requested. Wiile this
extended anortization wll aneliorate somewhat the rate effect
of this expense, it is also consistent with the period between
UW' s |atest rate filings and is therefore in line with the
Commi ssion's usual practice on the issue.

As stated, we are concerned about these expenses. Wile in
this instance outside consultants rather than affiliated
personnel were used to prepare the magjority of the filing, the
anticipated and resulting expenses were simlar to those
rejected, in part, in UW s |ast case. The Staff conpl ai ned

that use of the consultants resulted in "doubling up" of certain

> Commonweal th of Virginia ex rel. Bruce M Berry, et al. v. Virginia Suburban
Wat er Conpany, Case No. PUE920015, 1993 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 252.
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expenses and requested we disallow all or sone of the expense as
unr easonabl e.

UW was not responsible for the retention of the expert
W t nesses (or outside counsel) who appeared on its behal f, and
the record does not indicate that the Conpany was given a voice
intheir retention. The witnesses were, in fact, hired by the
Managenent Conpany, which is UW's affiliate. The Managenent
Conpany retained AUS Consultants to assist inrate filings in
several different jurisdictions, according to docunents
i ntroduced during the hearing. Exhibit GSP-14.

The Conmm ssion recogni zes, as al so noted by the Exam ner,
that there is acrinony between the Conpany and its custoners,
and that the Conpany contends it was obligated to incur
additional |egal expense in defending its application against
the aggressions of the Protestants and the Staff. Rate cases
are not unique to UW, are seldom uncontested, and the
Comm ssi on expects a conpany conming before it to defend its
position. Nevertheless, other utilities are able to operate
w thout the | evel of rate case expense experienced by UW.

Having said all this, the Comm ssion cannot find that al
the rate case expenses were inprudently incurred. The record is
not sufficiently devel oped to permt precise quantification of
that portion of the Conpany's expenses that are excessive, but

t he Conpany, and particularly its affiliate, Managenent Conpany,
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should note that we will not countenance another filing such as
this. In future filings, UW and Managenent Conpany wll| be
expected to manage these expenses with vigor and to keep them
reasonabl e.

W will accept Staff's adjustnent reducing federal inconme
tax expense to recogni ze the benefit of tax savings funded by
ratepayers. W disagree with the Exam ner that such adj ust nment
shoul d be rejected because there is no nexus between Virginia
ratepayers and the tax benefit derived fromthe interest
deduction of UAR. It makes no difference as to the identity of
the upstreamentity that benefits fromthe tax benefits funded
by ratepayers. W believe that such adjustnent is consistent
with prior decisions® and is equitable since the interest
deduction of UAR is funded in part by Virginia ratepayers.

W w |l accept the Exam ner's findings and recomendati ons
with respect to internal audit expense. W will allow the test
year level of 1995 audit expense for the pro forma period. The
t hree-year anortization period for such timng of the Conpany's
internal should continue until the frequency of the Conpany's
audi ts has been determ ned.

VWiile we agree with the Exam ner's findings and

recommendations with regard to rate design, we have a concern

6 Application of Virginia-Anerican Water Conpany, Case No. PUE950003, 1997
S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 333. Application of GIE South Incorporated, Case
No. PUC950019, 1997 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 216.
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t hat needs to be addressed because the recomended increase in
t he proposed m ni num bi nonthly usage will result in a loss in

i ncrenental usage revenues. We will, therefore, allowthe
Conpany to offset that |oss by applying a correspondi ng revenue
i ncrease to the m ni num char ge.

We agree with the Exam ner that the Conpany shoul d continue
to collect the tax gross-up on connection fees, subject to
refund. We will not, however, require the Conpany to request a
ruling fromthe IRS on the applicability of federal incone tax
to water connection fees. Wile the applicability of federal
incone tax to water connections is a small issue in Virginia, we
expect the Conpany to take all necessary action to protect the
interests of its Virginia custoners.

W w il deny Protestants' request for oral argunent. The
i ssues of concern to Protestants have been fully litigated and
argunent presented both in brief and corment on the Exam ner's
Report. W will allow the Conpany's Motion for Leave to Make
Reply to Protestants' Comments on such Report. W note,
however, that the Reply did not change our conclusions in this
proceedi ng. Accordingly,

| T 1S ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Protestants' notion requesting oral argunent be,

and hereby is, denied.
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(2) The Conpany's Mtion for Leave to Make Reply to
Protestants' Conments on the Hearing Exam ner's Report be, and
hereby is, granted.

(3) The findings and recomrendati ons of the Hearing
Exam ner, as nodified herein, are hereby adopted.

(4) The Conpany shall inplenent Staff's booking
recomendations as detailed in Staff witness Gl nmour's
testi nony.

(5) Consistent with the above referenced nodifications,

t he Conpany shall be granted an increase in gross annual
revenues of $59, 082.

(6) The difference between the final increase granted
herein and that proposed by the Conpany shall be applied to the
m ni mum char ge.

(7) Wthin thirty (30) days fromthe date of this O der
t he Conpany shall file with the D vision of Energy Regul ation
rates, rules, and regul ations of service as nodified herein.

(8 On or before May 3, 1999, UW shall refund, with
interest as directed below, all revenues collected fromthe
application of the interimrates which were effective for
servi ce begi nning Cctober 20, 1997, to the extent that such
revenues exceeded the revenues which woul d have been produced by

the rates approved herein. The Conpany shall file with the
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Staff tariff sheets reflecting the reinstatenment of its
per manent rates.

(9) Interest upon the ordered refunds shall be conputed
fromthe date paynent of each binonthly bill was due during the
interimperiod until the date refunds are nade, at an average
prime rate for each cal endar quarter. The applicabl e average
prime rate for each cal endar quarter shall be the arithnetic
mean, to the nearest one-hundredth of one percent, of the prine
rate val ues published in the Federal Reserve Bulletin, or in the
Federal Reserve's Selected Interest Rates ("Sel ected Interest
Rates") (Statistical Release G 13), for the three nonths of the
precedi ng cal endar quarter.

(10) The interest required to be paid shall be conpounded
quarterly.

(11) The refunds ordered in Paragraph 7 above, may be
acconplished by credit to the appropriate custoner's account for
current custoners (each such refund category bei ng shown
separately on each custoner's bill). Refunds to forner
custoners shall be nade by a check to the | ast known address of
such customers when the refund anpbunt is $1 or nore. UW nmay
offset the credit or refund to the extent no di spute exists
regardi ng the outstanding bal ances of its current custoners, or
custoners who are no longer on its system To the extent that

out st andi ng bal ances of such custoners are disputed, no offset
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shall be permtted for the disputed portion. UW may retain
refunds owed to former custoners when such refund anount is |ess
than $1; however, UW will prepare and maintain a |ist detailing
each of the forner accounts for which refunds are | ess than $1,
and in the event such forner custoners contact UW and request
refunds, such refunds shall be made pronptly. Al uncl ai ned
refunds shall be handled in accordance with § 55-210.6:2 of the
Code of Virginia.

(12) On or before June 1, 1999, UW shall file with the
Staff a docunent showi ng that all refunds have been lawfully
made pursuant to this Order and item zing the cost of the refund
and accounts charged. Such item zation of costs shall include,

inter alia, conputer costs, and the personnel -hours, associ ated

sal aries and cost for verifying and correcting the refund
met hodol ogy and devel opi ng the conputer program
(13) UW shall bear all costs of the refunding directed in
this Order.
(14) There being nothing further to cone before the
Commi ssion, this matter shall be renoved fromthe docket and the

papers placed in the file for ended causes.
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